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Orange 0.6

Airplane 0.93

Moon

Airplane
: Please describe
this image : Detection results of YOLO are:

(1) Airplane, coordinates of
upper left corner (320, 49),
lower right corner (640, 150)

(2) Orange, coordinates of upper
left corner (100, 350), lower
right corner are (190, 480)

Are these results reasonable? If
not, please pick out the
unreasonable detection result

: The image shows a clear
sky with a large, prominent
moon in the lower left
section, and a commercial
airplane flying across the
upper right portion…

: Airplane Detection : …, so
this detection is reasonable .
Orange Detection : …, the
detection box seems to
surround the moon, which
has been incorrectly
classified as an orange. This
detection is not reasonable
since the moon is not an
orange.

Object Detection

Classification

Figure 1. An example from the proposed Visual-Linguistic-Agent (VLA) paradigm. Here, the Visual Agent (YOLO) detects objects in
an image but misclassifies the moon as an orange. The Linguistic Agent (MLLM) evaluates these detection results and, using its reasoning
capabilities, identifies and corrects the error. This example demonstrates the effectiveness of integrating visual detection with linguistic
reasoning to enhance the accuracy and contextual reliability of object detection outcomes.

Abstract

Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) excel at
descriptive tasks within images but often struggle with pre-
cise object localization, a critical element for reliable vi-
sual interpretation. In contrast, traditional object detec-
tion models provide high localization accuracy but fre-
quently generate detections lacking contextual coherence
due to limited modeling of inter-object relationships. To ad-
dress this fundamental limitation, we introduce the Visual-
Linguistic Agent (VLA), a collaborative framework that
combines the relational reasoning strengths of MLLMs with
the precise localization capabilities of traditional object de-

tectors. In the VLA paradigm, the MLLM serves as a central
Linguistic Agent, working collaboratively with specialized
Vision Agents for object detection and classification. The
Linguistic Agent evaluates and refines detections by rea-
soning over spatial and contextual relationships among ob-
jects, while the classification Vision Agent offers corrective
feedback to improve classification accuracy. This collabo-
rative approach enables VLA to significantly enhance both
spatial reasoning and object localization, addressing key
challenges in multimodal understanding. Extensive eval-
uations on the COCO dataset demonstrate substantial per-
formance improvements across multiple detection models,
highlighting VLA’s potential to set a new benchmark in ac-
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curate and contextually coherent object detection.

1. Introduction
Object detection models have achieved remarkable success,
particularly on large-scale datasets like COCO [12]. How-
ever, most existing object detection networks [2, 6, 27, 28]
primarily focus on generating high-quality proposals, em-
ploying separate branches to predict the class and bounding
box for each proposal. While these models are effective in
localizing objects with precision, they often overlook spa-
tial and logical relationships between objects, resulting in
detections that may lack contextual coherence, as shown in
Figure 1. This gap highlights the need to incorporate spatial
and logical relationship modeling to enhance the reasoning
and overall accuracy of detection results. Despite its impor-
tance, this aspect has received relatively limited attention in
the field.

Several studies [14, 25, 29] have attempted to address
this limitation by modeling spatial and logical relation-
ships between objects using Graph Convolutional Networks
(GCNs) [15] or Gated Recurrent Units (GRUs) [3, 32] ap-
plied to the visual representations of detected bounding
boxes. These approaches primarily improve the bounding
box regression branch by explicitly modeling relationships
among objects. However, they are often constrained to rela-
tionships between local objects, neglecting the broader con-
textual environment and overall spatial structure among ob-
jects. Furthermore, as these methods typically operate inde-
pendently of the classification branch, they provide limited
improvements in the coherence and reasoning of final de-
tection outcomes.

In contrast, multimodal large language models
(MLLMs) [4, 10, 11, 13, 21, 31] have demonstrated
exceptional capabilities in modeling relationships across
modalities, such as in image captioning [17] and visual
question answering [1]. MLLMs are proficient at con-
structing both spatial and logical relationships between
objects, offering a more holistic understanding of visual
scenes. However, despite their strong reasoning abilities,
MLLMs struggle with precise object localization. Our
motivation arises from the observation that combining the
reasoning strengths of MLLMs with the robust localization
capabilities of traditional object detection models can
enhance both the accuracy and contextual coherence of
object detection results.

In this paper, we propose the Visual-Linguistic-Agent
(VLA), a collaborative framework that leverages the rea-
soning and relationship-modeling capabilities of MLLMs
to enhance the contextual accuracy of traditional object de-
tection models. In the VLA paradigm, the MLLM, which
acts as a Linguistic Agent, collaborates with both an object
detection Vision Agent and a classification Vision Agent.

As illustrated in Figure 1, upon receiving a user request, the
MLLM generates an image caption and evaluates detection
outputs provided as text prompts from the Vision Agent,
subsequently correcting false detections using the classifi-
cation Vision Agent. This collaborative interaction effec-
tively combines the MLLM’s reasoning capabilities with
the object localization strengths of the Vision Agents, re-
sulting in detection outcomes that are more accurate and
contextually coherent.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:
1. We propose the Visual-Linguistic-Agent (VLA), a

novel collaborative framework that utilizes the reason-
ing and relationship-modeling capabilities of MLLMs to
enhance the contextual coherence of object detection.

2. Within VLA, the MLLM operates as a Linguistic Agent,
collaborating with both object detection and classifica-
tion Vision Agents to filter out false detections by rea-
soning over spatial relationships and leveraging the clas-
sification agent for corrective feedback. This approach
maximizes the MLLM’s reasoning capabilities while
strengthening its localization accuracy, resulting in more
contextually consistent detection outcomes.

3. Extensive experiments on the COCO dataset demon-
strate that VLA achieves up to 3% improvement in
AP50:95 over state-of-the-art object detection models,
underscoring the benefits of integrating linguistic rea-
soning with visual understanding in object detection and
establishing a new benchmark for multimodal capabili-
ties in this field.

2. Related Work
In this section, we first provide an overview of traditional
object detection models and their attempts to model inter-
object relationships to reduce false detections. Next, we in-
troduce leading MLLMs, discussing their visual reasoning
capabilities. Finally, we compare the strengths and limi-
tations of traditional object detection models and MLLMs
with our proposed VLA, highlighting how VLA integrates
the strengths of both approaches to achieve more accurate
and contextually grounded detection results.

2.1. Reasoning-Based Modeling in Object Detection

Reasoning-based modeling in object detection aims to
model instance-level contextual relationships among ob-
jects to produce more coherent detection results.

Implicit modeling typically uses convolutional neural
networks (CNNs) to learn contextual relationships between
the visual features of proposed detections, embedding these
relationships into proposal features. This approach helps
reduce false detections, thus improving the performance of
detection models. For instance, Spatial Memory Network
(SMN) [3] reassembles object instances into a pseudo ”im-
age” to enable object-object context reasoning through a



secondary ConvNet. This structure supports parallel pro-
cessing of image and memory, allowing detected objects to
iteratively update memory. Similarly, Relation Networks
[5] process sets of objects by modeling interactions between
their appearance features and geometries, facilitating pair-
wise relational modeling.

Explicit modeling [14, 25, 29] often represents object
proposals as nodes, with methods like Graph Convolutional
Networks (GCNs) [15] or Gated Recurrent Units (GRUs)
[3, 32] extracting contextual relationships to improve detec-
tion results. Additionally, some methods project visual fea-
tures of proposals onto pre-defined class text embeddings
[30]. These approaches enhance visual representations by
leveraging consistent relational graphs derived from text
embeddings, thereby increasing the accuracy and robust-
ness of object detection.

Both implicit and explicit modeling approaches primar-
ily focus on relationships between local objects, often over-
looking the broader contextual environment. While these
methods embed context within proposal features, they do
so in a secondary capacity, as localization and classifica-
tion tasks remain separate. This separation weakens the role
of context, leading to unreasonable detections. In contrast,
our proposed VLA leverages MLLMs (acting as a Linguis-
tic Agent) for global visual understanding and natural lan-
guage reasoning, identifying errors in traditional object de-
tection outputs (produced by the Visual Agent) and utilizing
domain-specific Vision Agents to correct them. This ap-
proach capitalizes on the MLLM’s reasoning power while
enabling the Vision Agents to refine detections, resulting in
more accurate and contextually coherent outcomes.

2.2. AI Agents

The rapid development of MLLMs [4, 10, 11, 13, 21, 31]
has led to new research on AI agents. AI agents aim
to decompose complex problems into manageable sub-
tasks, using Chain-of-Thought (CoT) [24] reasoning, where
MLLMs serve as the central ”brain” that issues commands
to specialized models across various domains. For in-
stance, HuggingGPT [19] leverages ChatGPT to coordinate
multiple specialized AI models from Hugging Face [7] to
produce detailed image captions that describe both visual
content and underlying context. ViperGPT [20] utilizes
code generation models to compose vision-and-language
models into structured subroutines, enabling it to gener-
ate responses for diverse queries. Compositional Chain-of-
Thought (CCoT) [16] combines large language models with
scene graph models to create more accurate scene graphs
and enhances the model’s ability to interpret complex vi-
sual scenes.

Unlike these AI agents, our VLA integrates the holistic
visual understanding and natural language reasoning abili-
ties of MLLMs to identify erroneous detections produced
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(a) Traditional Object Detection (b) MLLM

Figure 2. Comparison of traditional object detection (a) and
MLLM (b) approaches. Traditional object detection focuses on
reasoning among local objects without global context, limiting its
ability to model object relationships. In contrast, MLLMs incorpo-
rate both local and global context, enabling more comprehensive
object relationship modeling.

by traditional object detection models. It then employs
Classification Vision Agents to correct these errors, result-
ing in more coherent and contextually rational object de-
tection outcomes. This approach not only makes traditional
object detection more robust but also improves the MLLM’s
ability to localize objects accurately within images.

3. Methodology
The Visual-Linguistic Agent (VLA) is an advanced system
designed to enable seamless collaboration between a lin-
guistic agent and specialized, domain-specific visual agents.
Section 3.1 examines the limitations of traditional object de-
tection methods, focusing on the causes of unreasonable de-
tections and comparing these with MLLMs in terms of ob-
ject relationship modeling. Section 3.2 provides an in-depth
introduction to our VLA paradigm, illustrating how diverse
visual and natural language agents work together to achieve
more contextually coherent object detection.

3.1. Problem Statement

Traditional object detection models generate numerous in-
dependent region proposals based on local visual cues.
These proposals are then processed by separate branches
for position regression and category classification, predict-
ing bounding boxes and categories independently. This ap-
proach neglects global contextual relationships, enforcing
a direct mapping between local features and category pri-
ors without broader contextual coherence. This limitation is
particularly evident when the Intersection over Union (IoU)
between proposals is low, making it difficult to establish



meaningful connections and increasing the likelihood of in-
consistent or implausible detections, as shown in Figure 2.

In scenarios where objects are spatially isolated, result-
ing in low IoU values among objects, the class probability
distribution P (yi) for each object yi tends to disperse, in-
dicating higher uncertainty. This dispersion can increase
false detections, particularly when contextual plausibility is
compromised. The model’s reliance on local spatial rela-
tionships also affects the weighted entropy, Hw(Y ), defined
as:

Hw(Y ) = −
n∑

i=1

(P (yi) · wi) logP (yi), (1)

Here, we define wi =
1

1+
∑

j ̸=i IoU(Bi,Bj)
, where Bi rep-

resents the bounding box of the i-th object, and wi approx-
imates 1 for objects with low IoU values, reflecting weak
spatial connections and thereby increasing their contribu-
tion to Hw(Y ). Higher entropy reflects the model’s limited
interpretative power, as it cannot establish relationships be-
tween objects beyond spatial proximity alone. This lim-
itation often leads to unreasonable detections, where the
model lacks the semantic context to discern whether objects
logically belong together.

In contrast, MLLMs incorporate a “global view”, lever-
aging both visual and linguistic cues to establish coher-
ent semantic relationships based on contextual knowl-
edge. By drawing on large-scale pre-trained knowledge and
common-sense reasoning, MLLMs can interpret scene re-
lationships without relying solely on IoU, enabling them
to filter out improbable relationships (e.g., “orange in the
sky”) in favor of plausible, contextually relevant detections.
This capacity for common-sense reasoning results in a more
concentrated probability distribution P (yi, rij), where rij
represents the semantic relationship between objects yi and
yj . The global entropy of the MLLM’s output, H(Y,R), is
therefore lower and calculated as:

H(Y,R) = −
n∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=i

P (yi, rij) logP (yi, rij), (2)

where P (yi, rij) represents the MLLM’s refined prob-
ability distribution, focused on contextually valid relation-
ships. By concentrating probabilities on plausible combi-
nations and suppressing unlikely predictions, the MLLM
achieves a lower entropy H(Y,R), indicating its enhanced
capacity for modeling object relationships with reduced un-
certainty. This context-aware filtering is particularly valu-
able in reducing false detections that would otherwise arise
in traditional models.

The difference in entropy between the traditional
model’s IoU-based entropy Hw(Y ) and the MLLM’s global

entropy H(Y,R) can be quantified as the information gain
(IG):

IG = Hw(Y )−H(Y,R). (3)

A larger IG reflects the extent to which the MLLM re-
duces uncertainty by leveraging contextual reasoning. This
improvement in object relationship modeling, facilitated by
the MLLM’s global, context-based perspective, results in
more rational and contextually relevant detections. By in-
tegrating the MLLM’s semantic reasoning with traditional
object detectors, VLA bridges the gap between spatial pre-
cision and semantic coherence, enhancing both the accu-
racy and interpretability of object detection in complex vi-
sual scenes. This synergy produces results that more closely
align with human intuition and practical scene understand-
ing.

3.2. Visual-Linguistic Agent

As shown in Figure 3, the VLA framework enhances the
effectiveness of traditional object detection models by har-
nessing the natural language reasoning and global scene un-
derstanding capabilities of MLLMs. This paradigm oper-
ates in three key stages: 1) global scene understanding and
object detection, 2) rational analysis and error filtering us-
ing MLLMs, and 3) targeted error correction. The following
sections detail the design of each phase.

3.2.1 Scene Understanding and Object Detection

In the first stage, Scene Understanding and Object Detec-
tion, VLA combines scene comprehension with object de-
tection through the collaboration between the Visual Agent
and the MLLM, acting as the Linguistic Agent.

The Visual Agent (e.g., YOLO) processes an input im-
age to generate bounding boxes and class labels for detected
objects. The output from the Visual Agent includes:
• Input: Image
• Output: Object detection results with bounding box co-

ordinates and class labels, such as:
– Airplane, coordinates: upper-left (320, 49), lower-right

(640, 150)
– Orange, coordinates: upper-left (100, 350), lower-right

(190, 480)
Simultaneously, the Linguistic Agent (MLLM) gener-

ates a contextual image caption based on visual features to
summarize the scene. For example, if the image shows an
airplane flying in the sky with the moon visible, as illus-
trated in Figure 3, the caption might be:

“The image shows an airplane flying across the
sky with the moon in the background”.



Prompt

: Please describe this image

Object Detection
Visual Agent

Orange 0.6

Airplane 0.93

: a clear sky with a large,
prominent moon in lower left
section, and a airplane flying
across the upper right portion …

MLLM
Linguistic Agent

MLLM
Linguistic Agent

: Detection results of YOLO are:
(1) Airplane, coordinates of upper
left (320, 49), lower right (640, 150)
(2) Orange, coordinates of upper
left (100, 350), lower right(190,
480)
Are these results reasonable? If
not, please pick out the
unreasonable detection result

: Airplane Detection: …, so this
detection is reasonable.
Orange Detection: …, the detection
box seems to surround the moon,
which has been incorrectly
classified as an orange. This
detection is not reasonable since
the moon is not an orange.

Scene Understanding & Object Detection

Rational Analysis & Error Filtering

Response
Visual-Linguistic Agent

Classification Visual Agent

Moon

Airplane
Targeted Error Correction

Image
Encoder

Text
Encoder

T1 T2 T3 Tn…

I1
I1 T1 I2 T2 I3 T3 In Tn

…

A photo of a moon

A photo of 
a {object}

. . . .

Figure 3. The proposed Visual-Linguistic-Agent (VLA) paradigm. The Visual Agent (e.g., YOLO) detects objects and generates bounding
boxes with class labels, which are passed to the Linguistic Agent (MLLM) for reasoning and contextual analysis. Based on the MLLM’s
assessment, false detections are filtered, and the Classification Visual Agent corrects erroneous detections. This collaboration between
agents enhances object detection accuracy and provides more contextually coherent results.

The detection results from the Visual Agent are then
converted into a text prompt and passed to the Linguistic
Agent for further analysis. An example prompt might be:

“The object detector identified the following ob-
jects:

• Airplane, coordinates: (320, 49), (640, 150)
• Orange, coordinates: (100, 350), (190, 480)

Are these results reasonable based on the scene
context?”

This prompt serves as the input for the Linguistic Agent
in the next stage, establishing a seamless integration be-

tween the initial detection results and the rational analysis
that follows.

3.2.2 Rational Analysis and Error Filtering

In this stage, the Linguistic Agent processes the prompt
generated in the previous step, evaluating the reasonable-
ness of each detection based on its understanding of the
scene and common-sense knowledge. The MLLM com-
pares the detected objects against the contextual informa-
tion derived from the image caption and spatial relation-
ships among objects.



For instance, if the detection results include an object
classified as an “orange” with coordinates that match the
position of the moon, the Linguistic Agent can infer that
this classification is likely incorrect based on the scene con-
text (as the moon would not logically be identified as an or-
ange). The output of this stage is a refined set of detection
results, where false detections are flagged for correction.
• Input: Text prompt with detection results from the Visual

Agent.
• Output: Flagged results identifying false detections. For

example:

“Airplane detection is reasonable. Orange de-
tection is unreasonable, as the object is likely
the moon”.

These flagged detection results are then passed as input
to the next stage, where targeted error correction is per-
formed.

3.2.3 Targeted Error Correction

In the final stage, Targeted Error Correction, the system
addresses flagged detections identified by the Linguistic
Agent. False detections are corrected by engaging a Classi-
fication Visual Agent, which performs fine-grained classi-
fication on the specified regions. As shown in Figure 3, the
region where the “orange” was misclassified is sent to the
classification model for correction, resulting in an updated
label:

Region (100, 350), (190, 480): reclassified as
“moon”.

This final step integrates corrections from the classifi-
cation model with the capabilities of the detection model,
ensuring the detection results are both accurate and contex-
tually relevant. The collaboration between the Linguistic
Agent and the Visual Agents optimizes the MLLM’s rea-
soning power while enhancing object detection accuracy,
resulting in more coherent and rational detection outcomes.

4. Experiments
4.1. Experimental Settings

The Visual-Linguistic-Agent framework is evaluated using
a range of MLLMs as the Linguistic Agent, including GPT-
4o [8], Claude 3.5 Sonnet [8], LLaVA [8], and Gemini 1.5
[8]. Each model offers distinct strengths in scene under-
standing and contextual reasoning. For object detection, we
employ Faster R-CNN [18], YOLOX [22], YOLOv11 [9],
DETR [2], and DINO [26] as the Visual Agents to generate
initial bounding boxes and class labels. Additionally, CLIP
is used as a Classification Visual Agent to refine false detec-
tions and verify object classifications, leveraging its strong

Table 1. Performance (%) of different object detection models on
the COCO dataset with and without VLA integration.

Model AP50:95 AP50 AP75 APs APm APl

Faster R-CNN 37.4 58.1 40.4 21.2 41.0 48.1
Faster R-CNN+VLA 40.1 63.2 43.1 24.8 43.7 51.3
YOLOX 40.3 59.1 43.4 23.5 44.5 53.1
YOLOX+VLA 42.7 63.4 45.8 25.2 46.7 56.7
YOLO11 48.5 62.3 52.8 28.6 53.9 66.6
YOLO11+VLA 49.8 64.1 54.2 29.1 54.9 68.3
DETR 39.7 60.3 41.4 17.2 43.2 59.2
DETR+VLA 41.4 63.3 43.2 18.8 45.1 61.1
DINO 49.5 67.3 53.9 32.2 52.7 64.2
DINO+VLA 52.1 71.2 56.9 36.1 55.2 66.9

text-image alignment capabilities. The Linguistic and Vi-
sual Agents exchange information using JSON format for
structured data transfer, with final results saved in COCO-
style JSON files for performance evaluation.

Experiments are conducted on the COCO dataset, a com-
prehensive benchmark containing diverse object categories,
sizes, and backgrounds, making it ideal for assessing de-
tection and correction performance. Evaluation metrics in-
clude Detection Metrics such as mean Average Precision
(mAP) [23], with AP50:95, AP50, AP75, APs (small objects),
APm (medium objects), and APl (large objects) as key in-
dicators of detection performance across categories. Ad-
ditionally, Correction Rate is introduced to assess the VLA
framework’s accuracy in correcting unreasonable labels, fo-
cusing on false detections and classification accuracy. This
setup provides a thorough analysis of each model configu-
ration within the VLA paradigm, revealing insights into the
strengths of different MLLM and object detection model
combinations.

4.2. Quantitative Results

We evaluate the performance improvements achieved by in-
tegrating the proposed VLA framework with various object
detection models on the COCO dataset. Table 1 presents
the results across metrics. The integration of VLA con-
sistently enhances performance across all models. For in-
stance, Faster R-CNN’s AP50:95 improved from 37.4 to 40.1
with VLA, while YOLOX’s AP50:95 increased from 40.3
to 42.7. DINO, the highest-performing model, achieved an
AP50:95 of 49.5, which further rose to 52.1 when integrated
with VLA. These improvements highlight VLA’s ability to
enhance detection accuracy by leveraging contextual rea-
soning, particularly in complex scenes and for small objects
where object relationships are critical.

The results in Table 1 further demonstrate that VLA inte-
gration improves the detection of medium and large objects
across models. By refining object detection outputs through
context-aware analysis, VLA provides a notable increase in
precision across a range of challenging scenarios. More-
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labeled as category "horse"
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horse. The object within
this bounding box is
actually a dog,...

The object is a dog. ...due
to the dog's color, which is
similar to the color of a
horse, and the legs might
resemble a horse's legs.

The animal depicted in the
image is clearly a dog, not a
horse. The size, body
shape are characteristic of
a domestic dog breed.

Response:

The object the child is
holding resembles a kite
more than an umbrella,
suggesting a possible
misclassification .

...is incorrectly labeled as
an umbrella. The objectis
actually a kite, as
evidenced by its shape,
design...

Sorry, I can't help with
images of people yet.

This label is also correct.
The bounding box covers
the umbrella that the child
is holding.

Response:

Bounding box 1 is
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sheep; the object is
actually a cow.

...it appears that the
second bounding box is
incorrectly labeled as a
sheep. The animal is
actually a cow...

The object within this
bounding box is also a cow.
The confusion might be due
to the similar color and
shape of the two animals.

The bounding box covers a
portion of large black
animal, which is clearly not
a sheep. ..., it is also a cow
or cattle.

Response:

The category "airplane" is
incorrect as the object
enclosed is clearly a train.

...is incorrectly labeled as
an airplane. The object is
actually a train, as it
shares the same features
as the first train...

The object within bounding
box is a train. ...due to the
shape of the nose, which
could be mistaken for the
front of an airplane.

The bounding box covers a
portion of the other high-
speed train, which is
clearly not an airplane.

Response:

...both bounding boxes have
incorrect category labels.
The correct categories for
both should be "bus"
instead of "truck"

...both bounding boxes are
incorrectly labeled as
trucks. The objects within
these bounding boxes are
actually buses...

The object is actually a
bus. ...due to the size and
shape of the bus, which
could be mistaken for a
truck.

While school buses share
some similarities with
trucks, the object in
question is clearly an old
school bus.

DINO+VLA (LLaVA) DINO+VLA (Gemini) DINO+VLA (Claude)

Person

Umbrella

Person

Umbrella

Figure 4. Examples of error correction by VLA using DINO with MLLMs as the Linguistic Agent. The figure highlights common
misclassifications corrected by VLA, such as identifying a dog instead of a horse, recognizing a kite instead of an umbrella, and correctly
labeling a cow instead of a sheep. These corrections demonstrate VLA’s ability to refine object detection outputs by leveraging linguistic
reasoning to resolve ambiguous or erroneous labels.

over, this paradigm effectively maximizes the MLLM’s rea-
soning capabilities, while domain-specific Vision Agents

carry out tasks delegated by the Linguistic Agent, resulting
in more accurate and contextually coherent detections.



Table 2. Detection Performance (%) of DINO with and without
VLA integration using different MLLMs as the Linguistic Agent.

Model AP50:95 AP50 AP75 APs APm APl

DINO 49.5 67.3 53.9 32.2 52.7 64.2
DINO+VLA (Claude) 51.7 70.7 55.9 36.8 54.7 65.6
DINO+VLA (Gemini) 51.6 70.5 55.5 35.3 54.4 65.3
DINO+VLA (LLaVA) 51.9 71.1 56.7 36.2 55.0 67.1
DINO+VLA (GPT-4o) 52.1 71.2 56.9 36.1 55.2 66.9

4.3. Visual Reasoning Capabilities of MLLMs

Table 2 and Figure 4 present the performance of DINO with
and without VLA integration, using various MLLMs as the
Linguistic Agent. The results indicate that VLA integra-
tion consistently enhances DINO’s detection metrics, with
significant improvements in AP50:95, AP50, and AP75. No-
tably, DINO+VLA (GPT-4o) achieves the highest AP50:95

at 52.1, an improvement of 2.6 points over the baseline
DINO model’s AP50:95 of 49.5. Similarly, DINO+VLA
(LLaVA) increases AP50:95 by 2.4 points, reaching 51.9.
GPT-4o also yields substantial gains in AP50 (+3.9) and
AP75 (+3.0), showcasing its strong contextual reasoning ca-
pabilities that enhance detection accuracy, particularly for
small and medium objects.

VLA integration also provides notable improvements in
detecting smaller objects (APs), with all MLLM configura-
tions showing gains. For example, DINO’s APs improves
by 4.6 points with Claude, while LLaVA and GPT-4o also
demonstrate significant boosts, underscoring VLA’s effec-
tiveness in refining object detection for smaller, challenging
objects. Overall, as shown in Figure 4, the choice of MLLM
impacts VLA’s effectiveness. While all configurations yield
performance enhancements, GPT-4o and LLaVA stand out,
demonstrating superior contextual reasoning and refinement
capabilities within the VLA framework.

4.4. Ablation Study

Effectiveness of VLA Components: Table 3 evaluates the
error correction capabilities of the DINO model with and
without the integration of the Linguistic Agent (LA) and
VLA. Metrics include Error Detections (ED, total erroneous
detections identified), Corrected Detections (CD, number
of errors corrected by the framework), and Corrected Rate
(CR, percentage of corrected errors). The baseline DINO
model shows a Corrected Rate of 0%, indicating its inabil-
ity to self-correct erroneous detections. With the integration
of LA, the CR increases to 44.9%, highlighting that LA’s
reasoning capabilities can partially assist in identifying and
correcting errors. However, due to limited local context, LA
alone is less effective in complex scenarios.

The DINO+VLA configuration achieves the highest im-
provement, with a Corrected Rate of up to 75.0%. This
result emphasizes the advantage of combining the MLLM’s

Table 3. Error correction capabilities of DINO with and without
the integration of LA and VLA. ED represents the number of label
prediction errors in bounding boxes generated by DINO.

Model ED CD CR

DINO 1327 0 0%
DINO+LA (GPT-4o) 1327 597 44.9%
DINO+VLA (Claude) 1327 982 74.0%
DINO+VLA (Gemini) 1327 979 73.7%
DINO+VLA (LLaVA) 1327 990 74.6%
DINO+VLA (GPT-4o) 1327 996 75.0%

Table 4. AP performance (%) of the DINO model with and without
integration of LA and VLA.

Model AP50:95 AP50 AP75 APs APm APl

DINO 49.5 67.3 53.9 32.2 52.7 64.2
DINO+LA 51.6 69.8 52.3 35.2 54.2 65.0
DINO+VLA 52.1 71.2 56.9 36.1 55.2 66.9

global reasoning with the Classification Visual Agent’s lo-
cal object understanding. By integrating VLA, the frame-
work not only filters out unreasonable detections but also
enhances the MLLM’s ability to process local visual in-
formation, enabling more comprehensive error correction.
Table 4 further illustrates detection performance, with
DINO+VLA achieving the best results across all AP met-
rics, particularly AP50:95 and AP75, demonstrating how
VLA enhances detection accuracy by combining global
context reasoning with precise local object recognition.

In conclusion, while LA integration improves the DINO
model’s error correction capability through global contex-
tual reasoning, it lacks the precision required for local ob-
ject detection. The VLA framework effectively merges the
MLLM’s global reasoning capabilities with enhanced local
visual understanding, achieving the highest correction rates
and detection performance. This underscores the impor-
tance of combining linguistic and visual agents to achieve
reliable and contextually coherent object detection.

5. Conclusion

We presented the Visual-Linguistic-Agent (VLA), a novel
paradigm designed to enhance traditional object detection
models by leveraging the reasoning and relational capa-
bilities of multimodal large language models (MLLMs).
Within the VLA framework, the MLLM serves as a Lin-
guistic Agent that collaborates with both an object detection
Vision Agent and a classification Vision Agent. This setup
enables the MLLM to generate contextual captions, assess
detection outputs, and make informed corrections, integrat-
ing its global reasoning capabilities with the precise local-



ization strengths of the Vision Agents. Consequently, VLA
achieves detection outcomes that are not only more accurate
but also more contextually coherent. Experimental results
on the COCO dataset demonstrate that VLA effectively re-
duces unreasonable detections by incorporating contextual
understanding.

Limitations: While VLA is effective in addressing clear
labeling errors and enhancing contextual coherence, cer-
tain complex detection issues remain challenging. For in-
stance, handling redundant bounding boxes on a single ob-
ject, which may occasionally bypass non-maximum sup-
pression, requires further exploration. Addressing these nu-
anced cases could provide additional refinements to VLA’s
performance in future work.
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